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REMARKS 

Claims 1-39 are pending in the application. Claims 1-37 are rejected and claims 
38 and 39 are withdrawn from consideration. Claims 1, 3-5, 9-10, 12, 18, 23, 30-31, 33 
and 35-36 are amended herein. 

It is respectfully submitted that the finality of the office action was not proper at 
least because all of the limitations were not examined. For example, the limitation of 
'concealed by virtue of being. . ." in claims 26-28 was not addressed in the 6/26/09 
final office action (FOA page 5, par. 2), and the limitation of "a plurality of effective 
zone indicators located on one or more PVLAN-space element surfaces 
configured to visually illustrate respective boundaries of the zones " in claim 32 
was also not addressed (FOA page 5, last par.- page 6, first par.). Thus, even though 
an RCE is being filed, examination of all the claimed limitations is respectfully 
requested, and if all claimed limitations are not examined, then Non-Final rejections are 
respectfully requested going forward until all such claim limitations are in fact examined. 

It is to be appreciated that while reference may be made back to certain parts of 
the application in this Reply (e.g., page numbers, line numbers, Figs., etc.), that such 
referencing is not to be interpreted in a limiting manner (e.g., to limit the scope of the 
claims and/or features therein to the particular portion(s) referenced), but is instead 
merely done for purposes of explanation, illustration and/or ease of understanding. 
Reconsideration of the application in light of the above amendment and the following 
remarks is respectfully requested. 

L REJECTION OF CLAIMS 4-5 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 112 FIRST PARAGRAPH 

Claims 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. Withdrawal of this rejection is 
respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

Claims 4-5 have been amended for clarity reasons from "the shield being 
frequency agnostic" to "the shield being frequency non-specific" based on the 
contrast between paragraph [0027] and paragraph [0028] of the Applicants 
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specification. In particular, paragraph [0027] describes that the shield (e.g., 195) may 
be "configured to affect electromagnetic radiation in and/or approaching the 
transmission zone 160. Affecting the electromagnetic radiation can include blocking, 
reflecting, refracting, and/or filtering electromagnetic radiation". Moreover, the 
statements of paragraph [0027] are frequency non-specific. By contrast, paragraph 
[0028] states that "the shield 195 may be configured to be wavelength frequency 
specific, which can mitigate the effects of specific waves." Therefore, one skilled in 
the art would clearly appreciate that the shield(s) may be either frequency specific or 
alternately may be frequency non-specific, as recited in amended claims 4-5. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

1L REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-37 UNDER 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 1-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Novakov (US 6,571 ,103) in view of Hightower et al. (US 5,276,277). 
Withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully requested for at least the following reasons. 

Claims 26-28 

As highlighted above, it is respectfully submitted that the finality of the office 
action was not proper at least because all of the limitations of claims 26-28, were not 
examined. For example, the limitation of" concealed by virtue of being..." in claims 
26-28 was not addressed in the 6/26/09 final office action (FOA page 5, par. 2), where 
multiple elements of the PVLAN system were concealed by virtue of being integrated 
together within a PVLAN space element (e.g., comprising one of a structure and a 
piece of furniture , such as one or more of, a desktop, a tabletop, a desk, a table and a 
cabinet, as recited in claim 10). Although the FOA of page 5, par. 2 discusses a 
bluetooth range, this range appears to have little or nothing to do with the concealment 
and multiple element integration features addressed in claims 26-28. Furthermore, it is 
respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach concealing and 
integrating multiple system elements into such a PVLAN-space element. 
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Claims 32 and 29 

In addition, the limitation of "a plurality of effective zone indicators located on 
one or more PVLAN-space element surfaces configured to visually illustrate 
respective boundaries of the zones " was not addressed in claim 32 (6/26/09 FOA 
page 5, last par.- page 6, first par.). Although the FOA discusses obviousness of a 
plurality of zones, the FOA does not address how/why it would be obvious to have a 
plurality of zone indicators on the PVLAN-space element surfaces as taught in the 
Applicants disclosure. It is respectfully submitted this is because, neither Novakov nor 
Hightower teach an effective zone indicator located on one or more PVLAN-space 
element surfaces ", in one non-limiting example, to delineate a useful transmission 
zone for an electronic device therein, nor do the prior art teach a plurality of effective 
zone indicators located on one or more PVLAN-space element surfaces configured 
to visually illustrate respective boundaries of the zones" , as recited in claim 32. In 
addition and similarly, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach "an effective zone indicator 
on the PVLAN-space element work-surface configured to visually illustrate a 
boundary associated with the unabated portion of the zone ", as recited in claim 29. 
Further, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach any such visual queues that are added 
onto such structure or furniture surfaces, for example, in order to indicate effective 
transmission zones on those surfaces. One skilled in the art would not be motivated to 
add transmission zone indicators as recited in claims 32 and 29 to the ceiling, floor or 
wall surfaces of the cited prior art, because users would not find these surfaces useful, 
for example, as work surfaces for electronic devices operated thereon as taught in the 
Applicants disclosure. 

Independent Claim 37 

Similarly, the final office action does not address and has mischaracterized the 
limitation which, and it should be noted, includes all of the following system elements : 
"where the information receiving logic, the driven element, the transmission line, 
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the override panel, and the shield are integrated into the piece of furniture " as 

recited in independent claim 37 (FOA page 8). This limitation was not addressed 
because, it is noted; the 6/26/09 FOA of page 8 apparently attempts to circumvent the 
claimed issue of "integrating all these system elements into the piece of furniture ", 
by adding the broadening phrase : "where at least one of..." to the FOA argument in 
the recitation of the applicant's claim 37 (see FOA page 8, line 8). However, claim 37 
does not contain this claim broadening phrase, therefore the FOA of page 8 has 
substantially mischaracterized claim 37. Thus, and as indicated above, even though an 
RCE is being filed, examination of all the claimed limitations is respectfully requested, 
and if all claimed limitations are not examined, then Non-Final rejections are 
respectfully requested going forward until all such claim limitations are in fact examined. 

Further, Novakov does not teach that the recited multiple system elements "are 
integrated into the piece of furniture ", as recited in claim 37. Although Hightower 
may discuss integrating shielding materials into wall or ceiling panels, neither Novakov 
nor Hightower teach integrating together either this complete list, or two or more of the 
recited system elements listed above. In addition, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach 
such multiple elements integrated into the piece of furniture , as recited in claim 37. 

Accordingly, and for the reasons stated above, it is respectfully submitted that 
neither Novakov nor Hightower teach the features of claims 26-28, 29, 32 and 37, and 
withdrawal of the rejections is therefore respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 1 

/. Neither Novakov nor Hightower teach a system where at least one of the 
information receiving logic, the driven element, and the transmission 
line are integrated into a PVLAN-space element comprising one of a 
structure and a piece of furniture , as recited in claim 1. 

Independent claim 1 , as amended, provides a system "where at least one of the 
information receiving logic, the driven element, and the transmission line are integrated 
into a PVLAN-space element comprising one of a structure and a piece of furniture ." In 
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one non-limiting example, see paragraph [0032] of the Applicants specification. This 
limitation has been added to claim 1 , predominantly to clarify that the PVLAN-space 
element is a physical component or other such system element, rather than a PVLAN- 
space such as a transmission zone, region or area as the 6/26/09 FOA would appear to 
be interpreting when only a Bluetooth range is cited. Thus, in one non-limiting 
embodiment, the PVLAN-space element "comprising one of a structure and a piece of 
furniture", that is used, for example, to transmit and create a transmission zone that is 
less than 48 inches in a plane. 

Although Hightower has been cited as discussing a shield being integrated into a 
wall or ceiling panel type of structure, Hightower does not teach at least one of the 
cited system elements ( information receiving logic, driven element, transmission line ) 
as being integrated into one of a structure and a piece of furniture, as recited in claim 1, 
and Novakov is silent with regard to "at least one of the information receiving logic, the 
driven element, and the transmission line are integrated into a PVLAN-space element 
comprising one of a structure and a piece of furniture ." Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the features of amended 
independent claim 1 and depending claims 2-32. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 



Claim 9, as amended, depends from claim 1 and provides "the system 
configured to transmit the outbound information signal to an electronic device 
substantially residing within the transmission zone, and the predetermined power of the 
outbound information signal being substantially less than a power of an outbound signal 
transmitted from the electronic device ". In one non-limiting example, see paragraphs 
[0030] & [0025] respectively of the Applicants specification. For example, [0025] & 
[0030] of the Applicants specification compares an electronic device having a typical 
cellular transmission power of 4.8 mW with a PVLAN system having a substantially 
lower cellular transmission power of 0.01 mW. Neither Novakov nor Hightower teach 



Claim 9 
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the predetermined power of the outbound information signal (transmitted by the system 
to the electronic device residing within the transmission zone) being substantially less 
than a power of an outbound signal transmitted from the electronic device . It is 
respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach such a transmitted 
power comparison or relationship. Accordingly, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach 
all the features of claim 9 and claims 18, 27 and 31 which depend therefrom. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 10 

Claim 10, as amended, provides "the PVLAN-space element comprising one or 
more of, a desktop, a tabletop, a desk, a table, a kiosk surface, a work surface, an 
airplane seat, an airplane seat-back, an airplane tray-table, an automobile interior, 
medical furniture, a medical enclosure and a cabinet." It is respectfully submitted that 
neither Novakov nor Hightower teach a PVLAN-space element for the reasons stated 
above regarding claim 1 , and also comprising one or more of the PVLAN-space 
elements recited in claim 10. Accordingly, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the 
features of claim 10. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 11 

Claim 1 1 provides "the molded transmission zone being substantially 
discontinuous from a space a user's body occupies when operating in an environment 
within which the zone is located ." In the 6/26/09 final office action (page 4, par. 4), an 
obvious arrangement of Hightower's shields is cited that could provide a desired zone 
that is discontinuous from a space that a user's body could occupy when operating in 
an environment within which the zone is located. However, one skilled in the art would 
appreciate that if the user is only shielded by the surrounding walls, floor and ceiling 
shielding as discussed by Hightower, the user's body would clearly be exposed to 
electromagnetic radiation within these transmission zones, particularly as the user 
moved about within the bounded office space. By contrast, one of the purposes stated 



10/685,074 

Page 15 



in the applicant's disclosure is to provide a means by which the user can avoid 
exposure to electromagnetic radiation. Clearly then, Hightower does not appear to 
provide any such motivation for the user to avoid electromagnetic radiation exposure, 
and Novakov is silent regarding such exposure to the user. Therefore, there appears to 
be no motivation to modify the teachings of Hightower to make such an arrangement of 
shielding in the bounded office space substantially discontinuous from a space a user's 
body occupies . Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor 
Hightower teach all the features of claim 1 1 . 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 12 

Claim 12, as amended, provides "the molded transmission zone being less than 
twenty four inches in the plane and substantially discontinuous from a space a user's 
body occupies when operating in an environment within which the zone is located'. In 
one non-limiting example, see paragraphs [0040] & [0044] of the Applicants 
specification. Although Novakov is cited to teach a Bluetooth range that allegedly reads 
on a PVLAN transmission zone range of 48 inches because the Bluetooth range can be 
as low as 1 Meter, the molded transmission zone of 24 inches, as amended, is below 
the published range for Bluetooth (1M, 10M, 100M). Further, with the floor, ceiling and 
wall bounded space of Hightower, there would be no practical design motivations for a 
24 inch transmission zone relative to those boundaries. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
submitted that for the reasons stated above regarding claims 1 and 1 1 , and also 
because neither Novakov nor Hightower teach a transmission zone being less than 
twenty four inches , as recited in claim 12, neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the 
features of claim 12. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Claim 23 

Claim 23, as amended, provides "the shield arranged within a PVLAN-space 
element work-surface and configured to abate a portion of the zone so that the zone 
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does not extend below the PVLAN-space element work-surface at which a user may be 
seated when interacting with an electronic device within the unabated portion of the 
zone." In one non-limiting example, see paragraphs [0031] of the Applicants 
specification, which describes: "the PVLAN system 100 integrated into a PVLAN-space 
element. For example, the driven element 140, the receiver 190, and the shield 195 
may be integrated into a desk top." The 6/26/09 FOA does not present a reasonable 
design expectation to one skilled in the art using only the shields within the bounded 
office space walls/ceiling/flooring as taught by Hightower. That is, such wall, ceiling, or 
flooring shielding could not be expected to reliably create an adequate molded 
transmission zone just above a work-surface , such as may contain the electronic 
device to which the molded transmission zone communicates, while at the same time 
abating the zone just below the work surface where the users body may reside as 
recited, to avoid E/M radiation exposure to the user. The subject matter of claim 23, 
however, accomplishes just this goal with the shield arranged within the PVLAN-space 
element work-surface, thereby avoiding E/M exposure to the user just below the work- 
surface. Accordingly, and for the reasons stated above, it is respectfully submitted that 
neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the features of claim 23 and depending claim 
29. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 
Claims 31 and 35 

Similar to the argument above for claim 9, Claims 31 and 35, as amended, 
provide "the outbound information signal is transmitted with a power that is less than 
about 1/48th of the power of the outbound signal transmitted from the electronic 
device ." In one non-limiting example, see paragraphs [0025] of the Applicants 
specification. For example, paragraph [0025] & [0030] of the Applicants specification 
compares an electronic device having a typical cellular transmission power of 4.8 mW 
with a PVLAN system having a substantially lower cellular transmission power of 0.01 
mW. It is respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach these 
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features. For example, while Hightower does discuss the problem of electromagnetic 
interference between very low power communications devices, Novakov and Hightower 
are silent as to any outbound information signal is transmitted with a power that is less 
than about 1/48th of the power of the outbound signal transmitted from the electronic 
device, as recited in claims 31 and 35. Accordingly, neither Novakov nor Hightower 
teach all the features of claims 31 and 35 and depending claim 36. 
Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 

Independent Claim 33 

/I. Neither Novakov nor Hightower teach a method to produce a limited 

zone of less than thirty six inches, and... the driven element configured 
to transmit the outbound information signal to an electronic device 
substantially residing within the limited zone, and the designated power 
output of the outbound information signal being substantially less than 
a power of an outbound signal transmitted from the electronic device, 
as recited in claim 33. 

Independent claim 33, as amended, provides a method "where the combination 
of designated power output and designated frequency produce a limited zone of less 
than thirty six inches . " In one non-limiting example, see paragraph [0023] of the 
Applicants specification. Although Novakov is cited as discussing a Bluetooth range 
that reads on a PVLAN range of 48 inches, the transmission zone or limited zone range 
of 36 inches, as recited in claim 33 is still less than the lowest published range of 1 
Meter for Bluetooth. Further, with the floor, ceiling and wall shielding of the bounded 
office enclosure discussed in Hightower, and the teaching that these boundaries are: 
"spatially substantially coextensive with the structure of the bounded region" {e.g., the 
floor, ceiling and walls of Hightower col. 6, lines 30-44), as well as the Abstract teaching 
of "preventing/permitting electromagnetic signals from entering or exiting the office 
enclosure", it is clear that Hightower provides no motivation for forming or molding a 
limited transmission zone within that bounded office enclosure beyond the office 
enclosure boundaries themselves. Thus, Hightower does not teach or provide 
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motivation for a 36 inch limited transmission zone within the cited bounded office 
enclosure, particularly when such shield filtering is taught as being "substantially 
coextensive with the structure of the bounded office enclosure". Accordingly, it is 
respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the features of 
amended independent claim 33 and depending claims 34-36. 

Further, independent claim 33, as amended, also provides "the designated 
power output of the outbound information signal being substantially less than a 
power of an outbound signal transmitted from an electronic device substantially 
residing within the limited zone . " In one non-limiting example, see paragraphs [0030] 
& [0025] of the Applicants specification. Similar to the arguments above for claims 9 
and 31 , it is respectfully submitted that neither Novakov nor Hightower teach all the 
features of amended independent claim 33 and claims 34-36 which depend therefrom. 

Withdrawal of this rejection is therefore respectfully requested. 
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ML CONCLUSION 

For at least the above reasons, the claims currently under consideration are 
believed to be in condition for allowance. 

Should the Examiner feel that a telephone interview would be helpful to facilitate 
favorable prosecution of the above-identified application, the Examiner is invited to 
contact the undersigned at the telephone number provided below. 

Should any fees be due as a result of the filing of this response, the 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge the Deposit Account Number 50-1733, 
VOCP101US. 

Respectfully submitted, 
ESCHWEILER & ASSOCIATES, LLC 

By /William J. Cooper/ 

William J. Cooper 
Reg. No. 44,629 

National City Bank Building 
629 Euclid Avenue, Suite 1000 
Cleveland, Ohio 44114 
(216) 502-0600 



